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stage 3 (30–59ml/min per 1.73m2) implies that a person with
a GFR of 55ml/min per 1.73m2 would have a potential for
complications similar to that of someone with a GFR of
35ml/min. For example, it has recently been shown that
patients with CKD and GFR o45ml/min per 1.73m2,
particularly the older patients, experience faster disease
progression.2 We suggest that it would be clinically sound
to subdivide stage 3 into stages 3A (45–59ml/min) and 3B
(30–44ml/min), as these two ranges may be associated
with different clinical patterns and risks. Patients with
stage 3B should probably be referred earlier to specialized
renal care.
Finally, the classification proposed by the authors using
percentiles to determine ranges of renal function is not easily
applicable in clinical practice. We contend that a change in a
system successfully used at this moment may cause
disorientation in the medical community and undermine
our credibility. Present staging has preventive and epidemio-
logical roles; additional tools can be used and developed
specifically for research aims, but the contribution to
nephrology practice of the current staging system and the
widespread use of eGFR formulae should not be reverted.
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We agree that informing unsuspecting patients that they
have irreversible ESRD (end-stage renal disease) that
requires quick or immediate renal replacement is difficult,
and that the task is more awkward if the situation could
have been prevented or at least predicted. Kirsztajn et al.1
imply that this, their ‘hardest task,’ can be avoided by the
use of the Kidney Disease Outcomes Quality Initiative
(KDOQI) staging system. We disagree.
In the United Kingdom, in 2007, late presentation of
ESRD, also inaccurately called ‘late referral,’ occurred in
21% of the 109 per million population (pmp) new patients
starting renal replacement, which translates to B21 pmp
‘late presenters’ per year.2 If one excludes those patients in
whom renal failure and the need for renal replacement
could not have been predicted (such as patients with
multiple myeloma, vasculitis, catastrophic irreversible
acute renal failure, and malignancy), the figure for
avoidable late presentation is much lower. Indeed, in
2007, in the Oxford kidney unit, there was a missed
opportunity for earlier referral in only 5% of the 150 new
patients. The KDOQI staging system would have us believe
that 130,000 individuals pmp have chronic kidney disease
(CKD). Even if the system could prevent ‘late referral’
(there is no evidence that it does), the labeling of so large a
number to identify the 1 in 26,000 CKD patients or 5 per
million of the general population who are referred late is
not justified. The ‘NNT’ becomes not a ‘number needed to
treat,’ but a ‘number needed to terrify.’ In health systems
with poor communication between primary and secondary
care, the problem of ‘late referral’ may be greater, but it
could be solved by educating primary care physicians
about identifying those at risk of progressive CKD and
how to interpret an abnormal creatinine level.
We do not advocate eliminating the early stages of CKD
from the system but rather tightening the definition of
kidney disease and amalgamating stages 1 and 2, which
cannot reliably be distinguished by the Modification of
Diet in Renal Disease Study equation for estimated
glomerular filtration rate (eGFR).3
Kirsztajn et al. and others also recognize that stage 3 is
not homogeneous.4,5 In the United Kingdom, the National
Institute for Clinical Excellence suggests subdividing this
stage into no less than 4 subcategories, based on whether
the eGFR is less or greater than 45 ml/min per m2 and the
presence or absence of proteinuria.6 This is a clear
admission that the label ‘stage 3 CKD’ is an unsatisfactory
and misleading description as pointed out by Kirsztajn
et al. Moreover, stage 3 in a 1–5 staging system is halfway to
the very end point (ESRD) that they find so painful to
discuss and yet, only 0.4% of patients so classified progress
to ESRD per annum.7
We are unconvinced by their argument that a change in
the staging system would confuse the medical community.
Non-nephrologists are already mystified by the so-called
epidemic of CKD in their midst, and there are a growing
number of calls to correct it.8 If it is wrong, we should
admit it and modify it before it becomes embedded in
medical thinking. How would medicine ever progress
if we accepted theories as truths for fear of causing
confusion?
We are also unconvinced that doctors would have
difficulty in using percentile charts––they do so quite
comfortably for assessing growth in children, bone
mineral density, and the risks of hyperlipidemia. Indeed,
we use the ‘Wetzels’ charts to reassure patients that their
eGFRs, although lower than the normal of 90 ml/min per
1.72 m2 asserted by the KDOQI, are in the range for
healthy individuals of their age and gender.9
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